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Q: Due to the coronavirus outbreak, I have been 
forced to close my store for the past few weeks. 
Am I required to pay the full rent for these weeks, 
or am I absolved from payment because I haven’t 
been able to use the store? And does the same 
apply to future rent, assuming the lockdown 
continues?
A: To answer this question fully would require a 
very lengthy discussion, but we will try to be as 
succinct as possible.
If a person leased a field and planted crops, and 
then a plague destroyed the crops, he is still 
required to pay the rent, because we consider 
the misfortune a result of his bad mazel (luck). 
But if the majority of the fields in the area were 
destroyed, then it is a considered a makkas 
hamedinah (regional plague), not the misfortune 
of the renter, and he is entitled to deduct the loss 
in value from his rent (Shulchan Aruch, C.M. 322:1). 
A calamity is classified as a makkas hamedinah 
if most of the inhabitants of a locale have been 
harmed by the same happenstance — whether 
it came about through an act of Heaven, such as 
pestilence that destroys crops or a plague that 
forces the majority of residents to flee from the 
city, or whether the government levied a decree 
against the citizens that prevents them from using 
their fields (ibid. 321:1). 
But this is only true for circumstances that caused 
irreparable damage to previously invested work, 
such as the field that was already plowed and 
cultivated and will not yield any harvest this season, 
which means that the renter’s entire investment 
was for naught. Regarding a situation such as the 
lockdown we are currently experiencing, in which 
regulations bar stores from opening in the future, 
there is a debate among the poskim whether the 
same halachah applies.
Some poskim rule that the halachah of makkas 
hamedinah applies to future rent obligations as 

"It's a boy!" announced the doctor as he delivered 
the good news of a first child to the Jacobs.
"Baruch Hashem!" exclaimed Mr. Jacobs. "We get to 

do a bris and a pidyon haben!"
A week after the bris, Mr. Jacobs began arranging the pidyon haben. He bought five 
Silver Eagle U.S. dollars for the occasion, and arranged with his close neighbor, Mr. 
Cohen, to serve as the recipient Kohen.
During the course of the festive meal, Mr. Jacobs introduced Mr. Cohen to his 
brother-in-law and sister, who was holding a newborn. 
"They also just had their first boy," Mr. Jacobs said. "B’ezras Hashem, they will also be 
doing a pidyon in another two weeks!"
"How nice! Mazel tov!" exclaimed Mr. Cohen. "Do you live in the neighborhood?" he 
asked.
"Not at all," laughed the brother-in-law. "We drove three hours to join in the simchah!"
"Indeed, a pidyon haben is a special simchah not frequently encountered," commented 
Mr. Cohen. "It seems to run in your family, though."
Mr. Cohen was also pleased to meet Rabbi Dayan, who attended the pidyon. They sat 
together at the head table, along with Mr. Jacobs and the grandparents. 
When the pidyon celebration was finishing, Mr. Cohen approached Mr. Jacobs. "I'd 
like to return the coins to you," he said. "You can give them to your brother-in-law to 
use for his pidyon."
"Thank you for the offer," said Mr. Jacobs, "but how can you do that? If you return the 
money, my son won't be redeemed anymore!"
Rabbi Dayan overheard the discussion. "What's 
the issue?" he asked.
"I offered to return the coins to Mr. Jacobs," Mr. 
Cohen said, "but he's concerned that it would 
invalidate the redemption."
"That's not a problem," replied Rabbi Dayan, 
"although it's questionable whether it's proper 
to return them on a regular basis."
"I don't understand" Mr. Jacobs wondered. 
"How is my son redeemed if Mr. Cohen 
returns the coins?"
"The Mishnah (Bechoros 51a) teaches that the 
Kohen is allowed to return the coins as a gift to 
the father," answered Rabbi Dayan. "Once the 
Kohen receives them, they are his and the son is 
redeemed. The pidyon payment is not annulled 
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Q: A defendant was ruled liable in beis din based on witnesses, 
who later proved to be false. What happens with the money he 
paid?
A: Clearly, the ruling was in error and should be rescinded. If the plaintiff knew 
of the defendant’s innocence, the plaintiff must unquestionably return the 
money (C.M. 20:1).
However, if the defendant and plaintiff themselves were unsure of the facts, and 
the claim was based on the witnesses, Shaar Mishpat (C.M. 20:1) suggests that 
perhaps when the defendant paid, he made his money hefker and the plaintiff 
already acquired it.
This is based on a gemara (Kerisus 24a) that says when witnesses testified that 
someone's ox gored a person unbeknown to the ox’s owner, and the ox was 
sentenced to death — if the witnesses proved false, anyone could possess the 
ox, because the owner relinquished his ownership when he heard the ruling and 
the ox became hefker.
However, many Acharonim disagree with Shaar Mishpat and rule that the 
plaintiff must return the money. Here, the money never became hefker 
to all, but was given to the plaintiff erroneously (Pischei Teshuvah 20:1; 
Pischei Choshen, Kinyanim 23:18).
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well, and a renter is absolved from full payment in such a case 
and the rent should be adjusted (Rema 321:1). According to 
this opinion, you would not be required to pay full rent even 
for the future, but you would have to pay only the price one 
would pay for storage of merchandise.
Other poskim maintain that when it comes to future losses, one 
cannot use the makkas hamedinah as grounds to avoid paying 
rent. Under ordinary circumstances, a renter who encounters 
an objective issue with his rental property that prevents him 
from using it may renege on the deal and void the lease, and 
the same applies to a person whose ability to use his store in 
the future is hampered by a makkas hamedinah. But he cannot 
demand a reduction in rent, and if he does not ask to void 
the contract, we view it as though he is willing to overlook the 
issue, and he must pay full rent (Maharam Padua 39, cited in 
Rema ad loc., with Sma 6). 
According to this approach, government-mandated lockdowns 
imposed due to the coronavirus entitle you to cancel your 
contract with your landlord, but if you fail to do so, once the 
government reopens the economy, you no longer have the 
right to void the contract, and you are required to pay the full 
rent for the entire period.
We must note that if you do decide to cancel your contract, 
you cannot demand that your landlord rent the property to 
you again when the pandemic is over. Therefore, according to 
this approach, if you like your location, you cannot demand a 
reduction in rent, because your only recourse is to void your 
contract, which you do not want to do.
Even according to the first approach, if you received 
government assistance that covered the losses of the 
lockdown, you cannot skip or lower your rent payment. If 
the government assistance covered only part of your loss, it 
would have to be determined whether your loss is significant 
enough to warrant a reduction in rent.
Similarly, if you were able to run your business, but you had 
to work harder or invest more into running it — for instance, 
if you were limited to deliveries only, with no customers in the 
store — you cannot void your contract or demand a reduction.
Some poskim suggest, however, that if you already invested 
a significant amount into outfitting the store to showcase 
your wares and building up a clientele through advertising 
costs and the like, a rent reduction is in place according to all 
opinions. Those past investments — which are the reasons 
why commercial leases tend to be relatively long term — are 
akin to the costs of plowing and cultivating a field, which, as 
we saw, entitle the renter to a reduction if they are irrevocably 
lost.

when it is returned as a gift (C.M. 189:1; 245:10; Y.D. 305:8). 
However, the Gemara relates an incident about Rabi Chanina, who would 
often return the money when the father lingered around, indicating his 
clear expectation to receive the money back. Rabi Chanina commented 
that this father did not give with full intention, so that the son would not 
be redeemed, because from the beginning the pidyon payment was never 
given sincerely, even for the moment (Taz and Shach, Y.D. 305:6).
Nonetheless, the Gemara (Kiddushin 6b) teaches that something given on 
condition to return (matanah al menas l'hachzir), is considered as having 
been given. For the duration of the giving, the intention is to grant full 
ownership. Thus, if the father explicitly stipulated with the Kohen that he 
is giving the coins on condition that he return them, the pidyon haben is 
valid. This is similar to the common practice of giving the lulav and esrog 
on the first day of Yom Tov as a matanah al menas l'hachzir (C.M. 241:6; 
Rashba, Responsa 1:198)
Shulchan Aruch writes, though, that the Kohen should not consistently 
return the money nor accept it with a stipulation to return it, so as not 
to cause a loss to other Kohanim. This can also lead to a situation that 
the father does not give with full intention or thinks that he only has to 
hand the money to the Kohen as a formality (Gra, Y.D. 305:13-14; Aruch 
Hashulchan 305:27).
"Some Acharonim recommend, nonetheless, that nowadays the Kohen 
should return the money," concluded Rabbi Dayan, "since the priestly 
lineage has become weak, he could be withholding money not rightfully 
his. However, others refute this opinion" (Pischei Teshuvah, Y.D. 305:12).
Verdict: After the Kohen receives the coins as a sincere pidyon, 
he can return them as a gift to the father.
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